3 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A noticE has been issued that applications for special leave to 
Chancery cases may be 





TueE r1st for hearing before Mr. Justice Day, sitting as Vaca- 


tion Judge, at Lincoln’s-inn on Wednesday, the 30th ult., com- 


prised twenty-five new motions and fourteen petitions. His lord- 


| ship sat till after six o’clock and disposed of his list, which con- 


' tained fifty-five matters in all, besides a number of ex parte appli- 
| cations. 





Our contemporary, Zand, last week called attention to a 


serious provision in the Metropolis Management and Building 
| Acts (Amendment) Act, 1882 (45 Vict. c. 14). 
|» obedience by the owner or occupier to a justice’s order for repair 
| of a neglected structure, power is given to the Board of Works 
| to carty out the order. 
| that if expenses so incurred by the Board, or incurred under the 
_ Metropolitan Building Acts with respect to dangerous structures, 
| are not paid or recovered, a justice’s order may be obtained on 
| notice, preventing building upon the site, or letting for occupa- 
tion the neglected structure if repaired, until the Board has been 
q <p The Board is to keep a register, open for inspection, of 


On default of 


Section 18 then enacts, in substance, 


such orders; and any order not registered within ten days is 


| to cease to be of effect. 





THE CURIOUS DIFFICULTY that arose in Reg. y. Dyott (L. R. 9 


q Q. B. D. 47), as to the publication of notice of a poor rate ina 


ish containing no church or chapel has been the subject of 
egislation. An Act of the past session (c, 20) provides that in a 
parish where there is no church or chapel of the oriph the rate 
shall be deemed sufficiently published if, within fourteen days, 
notice thereof has been given by affixing such notice in some 


ogee and conspicuous place or situation in the parish. It will 


observed that the situation must be not only conspicuous but 


_ public. The enactment is retrospective. 





A QUESTION Ha8, we observe, been raised as to the liability to 
local rates of the South London Free Library. The Act, 6 &7 


| Viet. c. 36, exempts from local rates buildings belonging to and 


occupied by scientific and literary societies supported wholly or 
in part by voluntary contributions, and not dividing money among 
the 8. Societies to have the benefit of the Act require to 
haye their rules certified by the Registrar of Friendly Societies. 
We are ignorant of the constitution of this particular library ; but 
the whole question of the rating of institutions of | utility 
and of a public character urgently requires to be dealt with by 
the Legislature. 





Wuen THE NEw Conveyancine Aor first made its appear- 
ance as a draft Bill, we called the attention of our readers to the 
section designed to amend section 65 of the former Act, relating 
to the enlargement of long terms. It has been repeatedly pointed 
out that, if a termor possessed of a long term at a substantial rent 
should create, or should formerly have created, a stb-term at a 
Peppercorn rent, the language of the last-mentioned section seems 





to enable the sub-termor to en 

although the term out of which it was derived - 

enlarged. Section 11 of the new Act prevents the 

‘fany term created by sub-demise: out of a su: 

incapable of being enlarged into a fee simple.” 
merely 


i 
E 


i 
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the section seems to aim at a studied ambigui' 
to understand whether it affects to be %, 
true meaning of the former enactment, or whether 
avoids” a previous mistake, And it contains 
rights, if any, of any person who, before the’ passing 
Act, may have attempted, in reliance upon the ; 
one, to enlarge such a sub-term as above described: A 
question will arise if the title to such a hypothetical 
should ever be litigated. 
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Tue new Marnizp Women’s Property Act 
“ every contract entered into by a ied womaii shail be d 
to be a contract entered into by her With respect to, and t 
her, separate property, ‘unless the be shown.” It’ 
a question, having regard to the immense alteration effected 
Act in the position of married women, in What way the « 

resumption of a wife's authority to pledge the husband’s ‘cre 
for household necessaries will be affected by this cla 
true that this authority was narrowly defingd by the 
Lords in Debenham v. Mellon ; and it is true also that 
have for years past adopted the rule of: regarding 
woman’s general oo as binding ber 
Perhaps the result of the present Act, in ime 
be to establish an implied authority for di 
the wife's estate by his contracts for domestic necessaries. 
parties each having universally an independent proper 
status with relation to property might reasonably, for the 
tion of their tradesmen, be as partners for the pi 
housekeeping. 





Amone a batch of Acts which received the assent on 
last day of the session was the Bills of Ex ye Act, 1 
(45 & 46 Viet. c. 61). This is the raat pone di 
that has found its way into the Statute - The 
Bill, which deserved a better fate, was shi we a 
of the House of Commons... The Crim de Bill, 
referred to in the Queen’s Speech, never emerged its pigeon- 
hole in the Home Office. As the first attempt 
codification, the Bills of Exchange Act.marks a new departure i 
English legislation. The measure, therefore, must be 
an experimental one, and its operation should be eatefully 
and criticised. If it works well, and proves useful to he merfean- 
tile (and not too useful to the legal) communi Zyban pe f 
by it will, doubtless, soon be followed, and poo of the 
law will, in their turn, be codi 

The history of the Act appears to be as follows :—The Bills of 
Exchange Bill, 1881, was drafted last year at the instance of the 
Institute of Bankers. The intention of the Bill was to renecieee: 
as exactly as possible, the existing law on the et in a 
form, leaving to a later stage any might seem 
desirable and feasible. In a memorandum on the Bill, published 
last year in the Jowrnal of the Institute, it is stated that ™ the 
object of the Bill is to consolidate into a single enact 
statutory and case law re to bills of exchange, prom 
notes, and cheques, The | ents the effect of 
statutes or parts of statutes, and of about 2,400 
For the most part the law relating ‘to’ 


settled. In so far as that is the case, the | ‘the. 
ay ® See Sree 


to reproduce the existing 
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the Bill is, of necessity, declaratory.” On this footing the Bill 
was introduced into the House of Commons by Sir John Luszock, 
the president of the Institute of Bankers, in July, 1881, and, after 
having been read a second time, was not further proceeded with 
that session. During the recess the Bill was reprinted and circu- 
lated by the Institute, and criticisms on it invited from various 
quarters. This year the Bill was again introduced without altera- 
tion, and then referred to a strong Select Committee of nineteen 
members. The Solicitor-General was the chairman, and the com- 
mittee included, among others, Sir J. Lupnocx, Mr. C.T. Bartne, 
Mr. Wurrttey, Mr. Lewrs Fry, Mr. Conen, Q.C., Mr. R. T. Rerp, 
Mr. Gresoyn, Mr. Asner (the Solicitor-General for Scotland), 
and Mr. R. B. Martm. The Bill as originally drafted and intro- 
duced applied only to England and Ireland, but the Committee 
were empowered, if they thought fit, to extend it to Scotland. 
After taking the evidence of Mr. Dove-Wi1son, a Scotch com- 
mercial lawyer of eminence, the Committee decided that the 
Bill should apply to Scotland. It was found that, with one 
exception, English and Scotch law differed only in minor points of 
detail; and it seemed undesirable that in the case of an instru- 
ment so ambulatory as a bill of exchange the rights of the parties 
to it should vary according as it was made on the right or the 
left bank of the Tweed. A slight difficulty was caused by the 
fact that some of the terms used in the Bill had a different 
technical meaning in Scotch law from that which they had in 
English law. For instance, it was found that the expression to 
“ charge a party to a bill” had a peculiar technical meaning in 
Scotland ; so the term “ render liable” had to be substituted for 
“ charge” ag. amg the Bill. The Solicitor-General for Scot- 
land undertook the necessary amendments and savings to adapt 
the Bill to Scotland. The Select Committee met ten times before 
they reported the Bill as amended by them. The report shows 
that the Committee never divided; so any amendments they intro- 
duced must been agreed to unanimously. Five or six clauses in 
the Bill were cut out as belonging rather to general law than 
strictly to the law of bills of exchange. The amendments intro- 
duced by the Committee are none of them of a sweeping 
character. Their object appears to be either to mitigate the 
rigour of rules laid down by judicial decision, or to bring the law 
back into accordance with mercantile usage where it had diverged 
therefrom. The House seems to have accepted the Bill on the 
authority of the Select Committee, and it was passed through 
Committee and read a third time without discussion. 

The Bill was introduced into the House of Lords by Lord 
BRaMweEtt, and again referred to a Select Committee. Lord 
BRAMWELL presided over the Committee, which consisted of the 
law Lords, with the addition of Lords Wotverton and BALFour 
of Burleigh. Lord Frrzczratp took charge of the measure in 
its later stages. The Lords Committee made several slight amend- 
ments in the Bill, but the only one of importance was the intro- 
duction of clause 74. This clause was introduced by Lord Bram- 
WELL to mitigate the rigour of the rule established by a series of 
decisions, that if the holder of a cheque does not present it at 
— = the bank on 2 it : drawn fails, the drawer is abso- 
utely discharged, even though he may eventually get a dividend 
of nineteen shillings in the ested, . eg 

We believe that it is to the support and judicious conduct of 
the Bill by the Solicitor-General, and to the confidence accorded 
by the House of Commons to a measure vouched for by him, that 
the successful passing of the Act is mainly due. 








The Gazette of August 29 contsics an order ralifying a scheme of the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners under the Bishoprics Act, 1878, with reference 
to the new see of Newcastle, The scheme transfers to the Bishop of New- 
Stessss ot Mowesstio; ent cachitties teventy-towr” henorery ecncacies a the 

ew ; is wenty-four hono in the 
cathedral church of St. Nicholas at ahs ie ‘ 

Tus New Law Covrts.—A correspondent writes :—“ It is on all 
sides that her Majesty the Queen may be able to throw open this splendid 
pile of buildings by eome public ceremonial, on her return from the autamn 
recess at Balmoral, at the close of November, or early in December next. 
The bresking up of the old conrts in Westminster Hall, and their permanent 


enthronement at Temple Bar, cannot now occur before January next. It is 


eee ee eaey sere oie lnget lession will migrate from 
estminster tothe City, the Temple, Linsiaeine, &c., and that West-end 
office rents must necessarily decrease in proportion. 

have been given already.”— Zimes. 


Many notices to quit 








THE GOVERNMENT AND THE SUEZ 
CANAL COMPANY. 


Ir is natural enough that Sir Garnet Wolseley’s occupation of 
the Suez Canal should provoke a good deal of ill-humour in 
France, which the proposed banque‘ to M. de Lesseps is only too 
likely to aggravate. Already some of chat gentleman’s admirers 
are calculating the bill to be brought aga:nst this country, and 
remarking that under the constitution of the company the 
question will have to be settled by the c'omt of Appeal in Paris. 
Even a serious writer, like M. Beaulieu, argues that, in addition 


to the transit dues for the passage through the Canal, we shall © 


have to indemnify the company for the indirect loss caused by 
the Canal being made the basis of military operations. The 
enormous tonnage of the ironclads, and the tariff of ten francs 
for each man, raise the transit dues to a sum at present esti- 
mated by M. Beaulieu at about £80,000, which will, of course, 
be greatly increased if the ships and men return by the same way. 
The indirect loss cannot yet be calculated; but it is possible 
that the risk, and still more the rise in insurance rates, may 
divert a considerable amount of traffic into the old route by the 
Cape, and produce a corresponding effect in the company’s 
balance-sheet. It is obvious that this double claim is, in some 
degree, self-contradictory ; and that if the company do such a good 
stroke of business through the passage of the English ships, they 
will have the less reason to repine at the diminution of their other 
customers. With regard to the payment of the transit dues we 
apprehend the British Government is not likely to raise any 
difficulty. When Lord Beaconsfield’s Ministry moved 12,000 Indian 
troops through the canal, they paid for each vessel and for each 
man the toll fixed by the company’s tariff. Every consideration 
of justice and of policy would lead Mr. Gladstone to follow this 
example; and it is probable that the principle of payment of the 
transit dues has already been conceded. On whom and in what 
proportions the cost of the war is ultimately to fall, forms, of 
course, a question to be hereafter discussed. But the suggestion 
that this country is liable for indirect damages to the Canal 
Company raises a very different issue, and is hardly likely to 
meet with much favour. The allegation that England, and not 
Arabi Pasha, is responsible for any losses which the company 
may incur rests not only on the assumption that the rebels would 
have respected the Canal had not Sir Garnet Wolseley made 
Ismailia the base of his operations, but on the further assumption 
that insurance companies would have felt so easy about the matter 
that they would have made no alteration in their rates. But 
even if we grant that the action of the British General has 
indirectly caused a pecuniary loss to the company, we apprehend 
that on no principle of international law is this country liable for 
the payment of such indirect damages. 

The question of jurisdiction may be at once dismissed. In 
fact the notion that the case could come before the court at Paris 
rests on a misapprehension, as appears on reference to the 16th 
article of the Convention between the Viceroy and the Canal 
Company, dated the 22nd of February, 1866. It runs as follows :— 
“La Compagnie Universelle du Canal Maritime de Suez étant 
Egyptienne, elle est régie par les lois et usages du pays; toutefois, 
en ce qui regarde sa constitution comme société et les rapports 
des associés entre eux, elle est, une Convention spbeiale, 
réglée par les lois qui, en France, regissent les sociétés anonymes. 
Il est convenu que toutes les contestations de ce chef seront 
jugées en France par des arbitres avec appel, comme surarbitre, 

la Cour Impériale de Paris. Des différends en Egypte entre la 
Compagnie et les particuliers, 4 quelque nationalité qu’ils appar- 
tiennent, seront jugées par les Tribunaux locaux suivant les 
formes consacrées par les lois et usages du pays et les Traités. 
Les contestations qui viendraient 4 surgir entre le Gouvernement 
Egyptien et la Compagnie séront également soumises aux Tribunaux 
locaux et résolues suivant les lois du pays.” 

It is clear from this that the only questions which would 
ultimately come before the court at Paris are internal and what 
we may call shareholders’ questions. Now, the liability 
of this country to pay indirect damages does not fall within this 
vategory. ver may have been the motives which induced 
the British Government to send their army to Ismailia, assuredly 
they were not acting in their capacity of hentatlers in the Suez 
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Canal Company. The expedition does not affect either the con- 
stitution of the company or the rights of its members as between 
themselves. Nor, again, could the local tribunals take any effec- 
tive cognizance of a question of this kind. If the point is ever to 
be seriously raised, it must be raised, as M. Beaulieu » by the 
French Government, and must be settled between the foreign 
offices of the two countries. 

M. Beaulieu refers to the Alabama arbitration to prove that 
England is liable to pay indirect damages for the violation of the 
Suez Canal. It is, however, in our opinion, easy to show that the 
two cases are different. We went into the Alabama arbitration 
admitting certain principles according to which it was decided 
that we had sinned against international law, and it was as 
offenders against international law that we incurred the hea 
penalty of several millions. Now, in the case of the Suez Canal, 
our conduct has been in full accordance with international law. 
When war is going on in any country, it is not disputed that a 
belligerent has the right of seizing for military uses a neutral’s 
property which is passing through that country. This is called 
the right of angary. Thus, during 1870, the Germans in Alsace 
seized, for military upwards of six bundred railway 
carriages belonging to the Central Swiss Railway. A fortiori, a 
belligerent has the right of occupying immovable property belong- 
ing to a neutral, such as a railway line or a canal. It would be 
possible, indeed, to quote against us Lord Derby’s despatch of the 
16th of May, 1877, during the war between Russia and Turkey, 
in which he wrote :—‘ Her Majesty’s Government will expect 
that the Porte and the Khedive will, on their side, abstain from 
impeding the navigation of the Canal, or adopting any measures 
likely to injure the Canal or its approaches, and they are firmly 
determined not to permit the Canal to be made the scene of any 
combat or other warlike operations.” But it will be observed 
that Lord Derby does not rest this decision of the British Govern- 
ment on any principle of international law, and its only justifica- 
tion is the right of every country to defend its own interests. In 
just the same manner any foreign nation might have made 
our occupation of the Canal a casus belli, not as an offence 
against international law, but as an act injurious to its 
interests. A more plausible objection would be that, as Mr. 
Gladstone has said, we are not at war in Egypt, and therefore not 
entitled to the privileges of a belligerent. It might be replied that 
our army is acting in the name and under the authority of the 
Khedive, and that by article 9 of the Convention of 1866 the 
—" tion of public order on the Canal was expressly reserved 
to him. 


“‘Le Canal Maritime et toutes ses di dances restent soumis 4 


la police Egyptienne, qui s’exercera librement comme sur tout 
autre point du territoire, de —_ & assurer le bon ordre, la 
sécurité publique, et l’exécution des lois et réglements du pays. 


‘Le Gouvernement Egyptien jouira de la servitude de a 
travers le Canal Maritime sur les points qu’il jugera nécessaires, 
tant pour ses propres communications que pour la libre circulation 
du commerce et du public, sans que la compagnie puisse percevoir 
aucun droit de péage ou autre redevance sous quelque prétexte 
que ce soit.” 

But we may frankly admit that such an event as the occupation 
of the Canal by British soldiers, even in the Khedive’s name, was 
not contemplated by this article. Nor is this of any importance. 
Without this article the Khedive would, we conceive, have retained 
the right of preserving public order on a canal which lies entirely 
within his territory, whoever its proprietors might be. However, 
though not technically at war, but only engaged in suppressing an 
insurrection, our right to seize the Canal for military uses is 
determined by the same principles as when a regular war exists. 
Whenever a rebellion attains the proportions of a civil war, there 
is an interval of time before the insurgent forces are recognized as 
belligerents. Any premature recognition of them in this character 
by a foreign Power would be regarded as an unfriendly act by 
the legitimate Government ; and it may well happen that a struggle 
of considerable proportions may be concluded without any such 
recognition ever taking place. But during the whole interval 
prior to recognition the legitimate Government has exactly the 
same right as in a state of war, of seizing a neutral’s property in 
the country for military p And the right of the Govern- 


lurposes. 
ment is no less the right of an allied force acting in the Goyern- 
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SE 
ment’s a. It hypereieam seem paradoxical to allow’ to an 
invader rights over a neutral’s property in the 8 country 
which wee dasiod ¢o 2 evemninant paidiiedannaeeaa 
own country. In either case, the neutral Power is entitled to demand 
compensation for its subjectsin respect of the direct damage inflicted 
on them, but has no ground of complaint as for a violation of interna- 
tional law. It may be remembered that during the late’ war some 
excitement was caused in this country by the Germans 
ee vessels pee te ro ees om order to 
e passage of French gunboats. In to the representations 
of the English Guieneund Count Biemarek claimed that “ the 
measure in question, however Pow oss in its nature, did not 
overstep the bounds of internati warlike usage. The 
shows that a pressing was at hand, and every other 
of meeting it was wanting; the case was 
necessity, which, even in time of peace, may render the employ- 
ment or destruction of foreign roperty admissible under the 
reservation of indemnification.” tion was made for the 
vessels and their cargoes; but the English Government did not 
question the principle which Count Bi then laid down, 
_ — amply justifies our recent occupation of the Suez 








LIABILITY OF TRUSTEE IN BANKRUPTCY 
IN RESPECT OF LEASEHOLDS. 


To those who imagine that the office of trustee in 
liquidation is one with little risk and great profit, the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Zitterton v. Cooper (30 
866) may afford some instruction. The case is of the 
practical importance to the profession and requires very 
consideration. The facts were that the plaintiff, the owner of 
wharf, leased it to one Morrison, the lease containing covenants 
fay rent and to repair the Eee In December, 1880, the 
lessee filed a petition for liquidation, and, in Jan followi 
resolutions for liquidation and appointing the 
were duly passed. Upon the appointment of the defendant 
trustee the plaintiff served him with notice, under section 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, requiring him to decide whether 
would disclaim the lease or not. bie defendant gh disclaim, 
but, though never entering into a i i 

he commenced negotiations for the saguinall of the laine, which 
negotiations, however, fell through. The plaintiff sued 
defendant to recover damages for ty os and for rent accrued 


due prior, and also subsequently, to the es 
trustee. The case was tried before Huddleston, B., without a 


jury, and he gave judgment for the plaintiff on 
qn the j dement of Ste hen, J., in Wi v. Wallani (28 W. R. 
597, L. R. 5 Ex. D. 155). This decision was upheld by the Court 
of Appeal except as to the rent accrued due prior to the defendant 
being appointed trustee. A number of cases were cited on behalf 
of the defendant as to the law upon the point under the Act of 
1849, and reliance was also placed w Oe ee 
Davis, In re Sneezum (25 W. R. 49, L. R. 3Ch. D. 468), Ez 
rte Dressler, In re Solomon (27 W. R. 144, L. R. 9 Ch, D, 252). 
ord Coleridge, in delivering judgment, made no reference to 
these cases, but Brett and Cotton, L.JJ., both did so, 
the distinction between them and the case before the court. We 
extract these portions of their judgments at 
appear to us to be the most important part of-the case. 
stating that the case rested entirely upon the true construction of 
section 17 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, Brett, L.J., said :—* It 
was said we were prevented from giving to the 
pretation which I have now said to be the right view, because 
certain decided cases which are said to be binding on us; As 
the case of Ex parte Davis, In re Sneezum, it seems to me that 
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does not govern this case and is not applicable, That was not an 
action against the trustee to make him liable, Sonat. 
certainly, the question of his personal liability did arise. But 


contract there was a mere mercantile executory contract, 
was not a lease at all. There being such a contract between 
bankrupt and the applicant in tit Gils. tie Sevies Denes 
time, fulfilled the obligations of the bankrupt, but after a tin 

ceased to fulfil them. There was, therefore, a of 
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that contract ag regarded the applicant, and the question was 
ee seve the trustee could be personally liable for that non- 
mt, It was said he could not, in any circumstances, be 

y liable for non-performance of such 4 contract made with 

the bankrupt. I take the ground of the decision on that point to 
be that, whether the contract vested in him or not, and whether 
he took to it or not, in taking to it as trustee he could only take 
to it as assignee of the contract; but that an assignee cannot be 
personally sued, in his own name, by the original party to the 
contract, because there is no privity of contract. But, as was 
pointed out, the assignee of a lease is personally liable to an action 
for rent because no privity of contract is required, but he is liable 
by reason of privity of estate. It was said the court was 
bound by the ease of Ez parte Dressler, Inre Solomon ; that was 
a mere argumentum ad hominem addressed to certain members here. 
I¢ was said the court had there relied upon affirmative acts of the 
trustee as showing acceptance. Well, it is true; I admit, that in 
stating the facts of that case for the purposes of that decision I 
did state such facts, but if there are facts in a case which are 
a fortiori, judges usually state them because they make the case 
more . But relying on the facts in that case does not seem to 
me to show that the judges thought the non-existence of those facts 
would have altered the decision, and I am of opinion there is nothing 
in that judgment to make the present interpretation of section 17 
inconsistent with it.” Cotton, L,J., said: “As to Ex parte 
Davis, In ré Sneezwm, all that it decides is that sections 23 and 
24, conveeted with section 25, sub-section 2, enabling the trustee 
to ou the business of the bankrupt, did not amount toa 
statutory enactment that the trustee should be liable upon the 
Contract, Mellish, L.J., says with reference to section 25, sub- 
section 2: ‘Are those words sufficient to make the trustee per- 
sonally liable for any damages the other party to the contract may 
have sustained by reason of the trustee wing up a contract of 
the bankrupt after he had carried it on for a time, and after he 
had neglected to disclaim it, or are they sufficient to make the 
trustee liable to pay out of the estate the full amount of the 
berg, Me occasioned by the breach? In my opinion those words 
are wholly insufficient for that purpose.’ There the trustee had 
not disclaimed, and the question was whether the estate, or the 
trustee to the extent of the estate, or the trustee himself, was 
liable for damages. If he had been assignee independently of 
statutory enactment, neither he nor the estate would be liable. 
The only decision was, not whether that act would make a differ- 
ence as to leaseholds, but whether there was anything to alter the 
law as to the liability of an assignee of 4 contract. They said 
there was not, and the liability was left as before; so here, I say, 
the assignee of a lease is left in the same position ag before the Act 
of 1869. A& to Ex partie Dressler, In re Solomon, I agree with 
rett, L.J, There the trustee had taken actual possession, and no 
doubt that was an acceptance of a lease, and he was the assignee 
of the lease, whether or not, under the Act of 1869, it was neces- 
ary theré sliould be azceptance. Therefore the judges said he 
nally liable.” The 


én possession, and therefore was 
con¢liiding portion of the same judge’s judgment is also important 
in the view of the case which we propose to discuss, He pro- 
cééds : “I aim of opinion he is not liable for any rent due before 
the time when he became assignee. He is liable because the 
statute makes him assignee, and, therefore, the ordinary liabilit 
of an assignee applies. The Act vests in him at the date of his 
appointment something which would not vest in an ordinary 

i by @ conyeyance—i.ec., all the property vested in the 
b hon ae commencement of the necro ed He is vi 4 

@ position of an ordi assignee with r to pro ealt 
with by the afi bebwene ths heakrapiey and, de sepoust. 
ment of trustee; his liability is the liability of an assignee 
retulling Jom his possession in consequence of this statutory 


As to the remarks of Brett, L.J., upon the case of Ev parte 
Dressler, In +e Solomon, we would only observe that it is unfor- 
tanate that judges should lay stress upon facts which, after all, 
turn out to be of no importance to the case. To a reader of that 
case it might certainly appear that the election by the trustee to 
ry the lease was the ground of the decision, and that inas- 
miuch a8 the old law 4s to election applied to charge a trustee who 





had elected with liability upon the covenants, by implication the | 


same law would still exist to relieve from liability a trustee who 
had not so elected. 


The law as to the personal liability of # trustee who neglects to 


disclaim an onerous lease, upon the covenants of such lease; as now 
definitely laid down by the Court of Appeal, must occasion con- 
siderable anxiety to trustees who find themselves placed in such a 
position. On the one hand, if they are too precipitate they 

throw away a valuable asset by disclaiming, and, on the other hind, 
they may find themselves fixed with a liability to an almost 


indefinite amount, with no estate out of which to indemnify them- . 


selves. What then are they to doin such a case? It is only 
natural that trustees should prefer sacrificing part of the estate to 
running the risk of such responsibility. The decision may have a 
very detrimental effect upon the administration of bankrupts’ 
estates in the future, so that in any amendment of the law of 
bankruptcy the point should not be lost sight of. But the question 
now naturally arises, Has a trustee, placed in the position of the 
defendant in the case we are discussing, any means whatever of 
escaping from further liability under the lease ? 

The first point to consider is that the trustee is only an assignee 
(by operation of law it is true; but still only an assignee) of lease- 
holds. His liability, therefore, arises, as was said by Brett, LJ., 
by reason of the privity of estate between him and the lessor. 
This ean only be in respect of such covenants as run with the land. 
He will not; therefore (independently of the doctrine of notice), 
be liable upon covenants which do not run with the land, as, for 
instance, to do some act upon premises not comprised in the 
lease. That would cleazip come within the detision in 
Ex parte Davis, In re Sneezwm, and be the subject of proof 
upon the bankrupt’s estate only. If then he is only liable 
as an assignee upon sueh covenants as run with the 
land, by assigning the lease to another his liability would cease as 
to any future breach of the covenants, and lie would not be 
personally liable for rent becoming due after the assignment. 
Then if the trustee can succeed in inducing anyone to accept an 
assignment of the lease upon any terms, he will escape future 
liability. This course was, we believe; frequently adopted under 
the old Act, after a creditors’ assignee had taken to a lease and 
then discovered it to be onerous. Is there anything in the present 
Act to prevent the same course being followed? Cotton, LJ., 
says that “ the assignee of a lease is left in the same position as 
before the Act of 1869,” so we presume that whatever course was 
open for a creditors’ assignee to adopt to get rid of leaseholds 
under the former law is still open to trustees under the present 
Act. 

One other course may be followed under the Act—namely, 
to remove the trustee from his office and appoint a sueceéssor. 
The words of section 83, sub-section 6, appear to be quite as 
comprehensive as those used in section 17 upon which the Court 
of Appeal based its decision. The words of section 17 are, “ Until 
a trustee is appointed the registrar shall be the trustee for the 
purposes of this Act, and, immediately upon the order of adjudica- 
tion being made, the property of the bankrupt shall vest in the 
registrar. On the appointment of a trustee the property shall 
forthwith pass to and vest in the trustee appointed.” Sub-section 
6 of section 83 is as follows:—* The property of the banbrept 
shall pass from trustee to trustee, including under that term the 
registrar when he fills the office of trustee, and shall vest in the 
trustee for the time being during his continuance in office, with- 
out any conveyance; assignment, or transfer whatever.” Upon 
the appointment of the new trustee, therefore, the lease would 
become vested in him and he would become liable upon the cove- 
nants running with the land, and the former trustee would be 
relieved therefrom. It has been suggested that the trustee might 
simply resign his office and allow the registrar to become trustee 
and deal with the question. But in the case of Titterton v. 
Cooper the debtor’s affairs were being administered in liquidation 
and not in bankruptcy, and it is doubtful whether the provisions 
of the Act as to the regi becoming trustee in case of a vacancy 
in the office apply to liquidation. 








We understand that the Society of Liecoln’s-inn propore to create new sets 
of chambers on the site of the southern block of the buildings in Chancery-. 
lane formerly occupied as Chacerg offices, 
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REVIEWS. 


THE BILLS OF "EXCHANGE ACT. 


Tus Bits or Excuanor Acr, 1882, wirn Exrtanatory Norzs anp 
Invex. By M. D. Cuaumens, Batrister-at-Law. Waterlow & Sons, 
Limited, 


The Bills of Exchange 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 61), which is an Act 
to codify the law relatin © bille of exchange, cheques, and promissory 

notes, received the Ro ProBn ahd came into operation on the 18th of 
last month, Mr. Pie ag who was the draughtsman of the Bill, has 
lost no time in getting out a little handbook of the Act, designed rather 
for men of business than for lawyers. In his introduction he says, A 
handy edition of the Act, with an index and short explanatory notes of a 
non-technical character, may, perhaps, be acceptable to merchants, 
bankers, and others, who will frequently have to consult the Act in the 
hurry of business. I hope later on to publish a legal treatise on the 
Act, dealing more completely with the whole law on thé subject of 
negotiable instruments, and comparing the Act with the foreign codes.” 
We have pleasure in commending the present handbook to the a 
and we look forward with much interest to the work with which M 
Chalmers promises to favour the legal profession: 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


STATUTORY RECONVEYANCE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— With reference to the letter you inserted last week on the 
efficacy of a statutory re-conveyance where section 29 of the Conveyancing 
Actdees not apply, will you allow me to suggest that the only question 
_ is whether the words of the statutory form are in themselves sufficient to 
pass the legal estate free from the mortgage and to imply the proper 
covenant ? Looking at sections 7, 49, and 51, there can be no doubt that 
those words are sufficient, being, in fact, with the exception of the 
expression “ statutory,”’ those which would naturally be employed in any 
re-conveyance since the Act; It is impossible to conceive that the intro- 
duction of the shibboleth “statutory” can make the slightest 
difference. 

It is difficult to see why a statutory form of re-conveyance was inserted 
by the framers of the Act uvless it were from a pure love of symmetry. 

August 30, Cextion Factvs. 





GENERAL ORDERS UNDER THE SOLICITORS’ REMUNERA- 
TION ACT. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A client is purchaser and mortgagor of real estate, and I act also 
for the mortgagee. I wish to charge according to the above order. will 
you, or any of your readers, kindly furnish me with a calculation in 
detail, shewing what my costs should be? To simplify the calculation, 
the purchase and eH money may both be taken at £5,000. There 
are no “ negociations”* of any kind to charge for. I may mention that 
the reason for my letter is a difference of opinion between another solicitor 
and myself as to whether rale 3 must be read with rule 6 as governing 
costs in a transaction of the kind. B. D. H. 
August 29. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to the remarks in your atticle of laat week as to the 
remunetation scale, is there any legal reason why a solicitor should not, 
after this year, take up an auctioneer’s license ? I believe that mort of 
the business of an auctioneer aa to the sale of land or house property is 
now carried to the auctioneers instead of being brought by them to. soli- 
citors. Why should not solicitors retain the business ? They thoroughly 
understand it and could probubly do the clients as much service as the 
auctioneer can. A Borrcrror. 

London, August 30. 


‘ * propose to discuss both these letters in an article next week.—Eb. 





“LAND OF ANY TENURE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal] 
Sir,—It is “* part of the alphabet of the law,” to use your own phrase 
(p. 575), that “the most familiar instance af a tenure is given by a 
common lease of a house or land for a term of years” (Witliams on Real 
Property, “ of the tenure of an estate in fee simple”). To justify ex- 














cluding leascholds for 
clding feudal crlnélplos whi which are re Lo 
unsuited to the practice of modern times ; and the question is how long 
the inconvenient distinction i8 to be : Phe : 






essays; at all évents, to one ts ag 
under the définition yg téntite”’; and td Ln Fogo? 
significant j didn for ite doing so iu the fact ’ prac 


reason for the distiaction teaches ite vanishing poiht in 
“ “sete that a long term is potentially g fee ix 
ug. 
[Our cotrespondent will see by the letter from Mi. A. J. Wood, which 
in our number of the 19th inst., that thé latter 
who is, withowt doubt, one of the ablest defenders that thé 
could find, lends no countenance to “H.’s” views abdut teiltite; but 
prefers to ‘drop out that word from thé Act as mere amplification. We 
do not think it worth while further to discuss the previsé import aiid 
applicability of such phrases as ‘leasehold tenito," &6.; eae will we oo 
poittt out to our correspondent that in thé 


ftom Mr. Joshua Williams, that learned pg 
peti, to nse the word “ tentire” instead of 
Ep. 8. J. pa se 
[To the Editor of the Solicitor’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The case of Paul v. Paul (51 L. J: Oh. 5) discloses a very unsatis- 
factory state of judge-made law on the important question of declarations 
of trust or limitations in favour of the next of kin of one of the settlors 
contained in matriage settlements: 

The judgment of Fry, J.; is just the reverse if Lat of ne v.6., 
in the saine case, that of the last-named judg aa’ v LJ 
Oh. 14, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 589. Bach judge seen § polly ost the 
cottectness of hig decision, and expresses tg two 
opinions on the matter. The case, as before Fi A us in 
the margin :— 

“ By a marriage settlement, persons! property belonging to the wife 
was sbttled (subject to the life interest of the husband and wife), ia the 
event of there being no childten, if the wife should die in the lifetime of 
the husband, in trust for such persons as she should by will appoint; and; 
in default of appointment, for her next of kin according to the statute; 
and if the husband should die iu the lifetime of thé wife; for a el 
lutely. There were rio children of the miatriage atid no possibility of any. 
Upon a petition by the wife askiig for the division of the settled property 
in certain proportions between herself and her re eH hose rah! 
the marriage settlement a complete and jreeveaeiy 8 
had been made in favour of the next of kin, sefused.” 
In the last sentence, if you substitute the pa Led you have the 
ment of Malins, V.0.: ‘* Held; that the corpiis of thé fund might be 
applied in payment of the debts of the wife, the next of kin being mere 
volunteers and not within the marriage consideration.” The leatned 
judge goes eo far as tu say that “ the objection raised by the trustees is 
wholly unsustainable,” 

ie, we and em 


These contradictory decisions will, I it ie ; oo 

trustee clients. For my own patt, I think commot sensé depen 
lndy sho 

ee or 





ia 


trustees, and impose on solicitors a serious # 

are with Malins, V.C., as I cannot see the reason why the 
fettered by a limitation to an unknown and 
doing what she likes with her own property, when the o 

the settlement was made—the provision for the children—cannot be 
carried out, aud when she can defeat the claim of the next of kin by an 
appointment by will. Surely the life interest in her own property, 
coupled with such a power, should make hér mistress of the fund, sub- 
ject, of course, to the life interest of the husband. I am not aware if 
the case is under appeal, but it is very desirable that the law should be 
placed on a more definite and satia footing. 


Cheltenham, August 80, Wueuer. 
The decision of Fry, Jaq was appealed from, and the spon de 
ie om the 15th of July, 1882. The ease is noted in the [Peekl 


Notea of July 29,—Ep, 8. Ji) 








CASES OF THE WEEK, 


—o 
BEFORE THE VACATION JUDGE. 


Practice—Wiwpine-urP Petrrion—Sratvtoky Arvipavir erg ae 
Exursir or ent oF Seg onan A bag arraR 
ExtarGement or Time To Firs—Oompanies Act, nu Zand Soy, nosy ; 
Maths desman Suntien doies Friday, the 25th alts) 
orth, sitting as on an order 
been miade on the preceding a ie ORs ene 
appeared that a copy only of the winding-ap petitio: had been made an ex 
to the statutory affidavit filed in aupport of the petition, but =e 
had been filed mote than four deys since the tation of 
making the petition itself an exhibit. Nortu, J., gave leave for 


it 
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of time in which to file the statutory affidavit.—Soricrrors, Hicken ¢ 
Graham; Cattarns, Jehu, § Hughes, for Younge, Wilson, § Co., Sheffield. 





PracrickE—RECEIVER—~INTESTACY—ADMINISTRATION—CREDITOR'S ACTION 
—APPOINTMENT OF Receiver AND ManaGer BEFORE GRANT OF ADMINISTRA- 
TION.—In the cage of In re Baker (deceased), Giddings v. Baker, also before North, 
J., on the 25th ult., an ex parte motion was made in a creditor’s administra- 
tion action for the appointment of a receiver and er of the estate of the 
deceased, who had died intestate and insolvent. It appeared that the intestate, 
who was ing on the business of a publican, had died very recently and 
that letters o sientnictuation had not as yet been taken out, The oase of 
Blackett v. Blackett (19 W. R. 559) was cited, where Stuart, V.C., under 
similar circumstances, had made an order like that now asked for. Norru, J., 
after referring to the case cited, made the order.—Soxicitor, Kingsford, 
for Marshall, Devizes. 


Pracrice—TRvusTEE AND CESTUI QUE TRUST—PuRCHASE BY TRrUSTEE— 
Purcaass By Wire or Trustze—Lisperty To Porcnase—OrDER MADE 
on Motion serore Dzcees.—In the case of In re Mackness (deceased), 
Mackness v. Mackness, also before North, J.,on the 25th ult., a writ haviog 
been issued by the plaintiff, an infant legatee suing by her next friend, against 
the trustees and executors of the testator’s will for the administration of his 
estate, a motion was made that the defendants might be at liberty to sell part 
of the testator’s estate consisting of leasehold houses to the wife of one of the 
defendants at the price of £600, to be paid out of moneys to which she was 
entitled for her separate use. The testator by bis will, after appointing his 
widow and two other persons his trustees and executors, devised and b:queathed 
all his real and personal property to his trustees 1 ter trusts for sale in any 
manner and at avy time they should think fit, and investment and conversion 
and directed them to pay the income of his estate to his widow for life, and 
after ber death to divide the corpus amongst his five children equally, of whom 
the plaintiff was the only one who was an infant. The intending purchaser 
was one of the children entitled under the will, and by the affidavits it appeared 
that the proposed sale was an advantageous one and approved of by all the 
beneficiaries who were of age. An objection was taken by the registrar during 
the hearing of the motion to the effect that the order asked for could not be 
made before decree (Farmer v. Dean, 32 Beav. 327, 12 W. R. Ch. Dig. 106). 
An uor case before Hall, V.C., was, however, mentioned by the 
counsel for the plaintiff, where, in an action brought simply for the purpose of 
obta‘ning an order like that now asked for, the Vice-Chancellor, after referring 
to Farmer v. Dean and also Campbell v. Walker (5 Ves. 678), made the order 
before decree upon being satisfied with the affidavits filed in support. 
North, J., after doubting whether the preferable course would not be to make 
the order in the form of a judgment, said that the case before Hall, V.C., 
might be followed.—Soxicitor, Henry Tyrrell, 





Liairzep Company—Winpinc uP—SHAREHOLDER's PetiT1iON—CoMPANY 
—JupGmMENT CREDITOR OF THE PetiTioneEn—Companizs Act, 1862, 8, 79.— 
In the case of In re The North Western Credit Company (Limited), before 
Day, J., sitting as Vacation Judge, on the 30th ult., a petition for the com- 

windiog up of the company was presented by a shareholder holding 
five £1 shares, not fally paid up. see comer alleged that the company 
had paid dividends out of capital and issued a fraudulent balance-sheet. The peti- 
tion was opposed by the company, on the ground that there was no case shown 
which came within the grounds for winding up a limited company set forth in 
the Companies Act, 1862, s. 79, and it was also stated that the company had 
reco judgment against the petitioner for money lent, to the amount of 
£48 odd, and that the judgment was not satisfied. Day, J., said that the 
petitioner should have paid his debt tothe company before presenting a peti- 
tion to wind it up, The petition would be dismissed with costs. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


WINTER ASSIZES ACTS, 


The London Gazette of A 22 contains a series of Orders in Council in 
pursuance of the Winter Assizes Acts, 1876 and 1877. 
The first order directs that the jurisdiction of the justices and judges of the 
Central Criminal at any session of oyer and terminer or gaol delivery 
held or continued for the Central Criminal Court District in the months of 
October, Ni ber, or December, 1882, or January, 1883, shall extend to 
yoo ose foe county of Surrey as is not now included in the Central 
Court District, subject to sundry provisions contained in the order. 
the following combined winter assize counties for the 


No, 1.—Cumberland and Westmoreland—Assizes held at Carlisle, 
No. 2.—Northern and Salford Divisions of Lancashire—Assizes at Man- 


No. 3.—North and East Riding Division and West Riding Division of York- 
shire—Assizes at York. 
m.... 4.—Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, and City of Lincolna—Assizes at 


No. 5,— Leicestershire, and Rutland—Assizes at Leicester. 
No. 6.—N Bedfordsbire, and Buckinghamshire—Assizes at 


No. 7.—Norfolk and Saffolk—Assizes at Norwich. 
No, 8.—Huntingdonshire and Cambridgeshire—Assizes at Chesterton. 





No. 9.—Hertfordshire, and so much of Essex as is not within the Centra] 
Criminal Court District—A sizes at Chelmsford, 

No. 10. City of Canterbury, and to much of Kent as is not 
within the Central al Court District—Assizes at Maidstone, 

No. 11.—Oxfordshire and Berkshire—Assizes at Oxford. 


and City of Worcester—Assizes at Gloucester. 
No. 13.—Shropshire and Staffordshire—Assizes at Stafford. 
No. 14.—Hampshire, Wiltshire, and Dorset-—Aesizes at Winchester. 
No. 15.—Devonshire and Cornwall—Assizes at Exeter. 
No. 16.—Somerset and City of Bristol—Assizes at Bristol. 


Anglesea, Denbighshire, and Fliotshire—Assizes at Chester. 

No. 18.—Glamorganshire, Carmarthenshire, Borough of COarm 
Pembrokeshire, Town of Haverfordwest, Cardiganshire, Brecknockshire, 
Radnorshire—Aesizes at Swansea. 

Newecastle-upon-Tyne. 
An Order 


the County Court of Hampsbire, holden at Fordinbridge, shall be holden at 
Ringwood as well as at Fordinbridge; and that the County Court of Cum- 
berland, — at Cockermouth, shall be holden at Workington as wil asat 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Romrtty, barrister, has been gg pa Secretary to the Royal 
Commission on Historical Manuscripte. Mr. Romilly was called to the 
at Gray’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1865. He is secretary of causes to the 
Master of the Rolls. 

ted 


Mr, Francis Henry Canpy, solicitor, of Southampton, has been appoin 
Clerk to the County Magistrates for the Hythe Division, Mr, Candy wa 
admitted a solicitor in 1871. 

Mr. Epwarp James Brourron, solicitor, of Exeter and Ottery St. 4 
bas been appointed Clerk to the Ottery Local Board, and to the Feoffees of the 
Parish Charities of Ottery St Mary. Both offices were held by the late Mr. 
Albert Edwards. 


Messrs. Newron & Down, of High-street, Lewisham, have bezn appointe1 
Solicitors to the Guardians of the Poor for the Parish of Lewisham; and Mr, 
NewTon, of the same firm, has been elected Clerk to the Lewisham Vestry. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Epwarp Borges, WitttAm Epwarp Lawgence, and Water Josera 
Ruscomss Poote, solicitors (Barges, Lawrence, & Poole), Stephen-street, 
Bristol. Aug. 11. 

Georce Lonotey Leprer and Joun Lake BLAx.anp, solicitors, 72, 
Mark-lane, London. Aug. 18. All debts due and owing to or by the said 
partnership will be received and paid by George Longley Lepper. 


Frankurs Witt1am Tonkin and Frep Burrorp, solicitors, Albion- 
chambers, Bristol, and Chipping Sodbury, Ang. 16. All debts owing to 
and by the firm will be received and paid by the said Franklin William 
Tonkin, by whom the praotice will in fature be carried on. 

[Gazette, Aug. 25.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jomnt Stock OomPanizs. 


Liurrep In CHANCERY, 

Caxzrmore Brrcxworxs AND OCoLttigny Company, Limrrep.—By an order made b 
North, J., Aug 16, it was ordered the company be wound up. Rogers oak 
Chave, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the 

Carta Para Goty Murine Company, Limirep.—By an order made by North, J., dated 
Ang ® was ordered that the company be wound up, Kimber, Walbrook; Beall 

Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Cznrrat Wrwaap Gotp Mintne Company, Limitzp.—By an order made by the Vaca- 
tion J dated Aug 16, it was ordered that the company be wound up, Snell and 
George st, , Solicitors for the petitioners 

NAG, directed to be heard before Onitty, J, on Wednesday, Aug S0cat the court of Batt 

to »%-, On esday, at court 
V.0. Lee, Bow st, Covent garden stabi 

Pours Beverage Company, Limitzp.—By an order made by North, J., dated Aug 16, it 

was ordered that the company be wound up. Norton, Queen st, Cheapside, solicitor 


for the petitioners ta 

Sraxwanm ov Dzvow, Ane a 
owen. Wasas Cannes, Lamune ecitvinioen tee wteting wp, greeted. na Mt. limeanat 

orm Waeat Crazzor, Liuirep,— mn up, ug 19, 
to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Law Ins tation, Chancery fans, on Wed- 
Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in opposition 
"s office, Truro, on or before Aug 28, and 
ven to the petitioner, his solicitor, or his 
, Bishopsgate st Within, petitioner's 


(Gazette, Aug. 25, 
Frienpiy Societies Disso.vep, pee 





Kipsgnovs Femarz Farzxpuix Socrxry, Kidsgrove, Stafford, ney bod tte, Aug. %. 
, : 








No. 12.—Worcestershire, Herefordshire, Monmouthshire, Gloucestershire, 


No, 17.—Cheshire, Montgomeryshire, Merionethshire, Carnarvonshire, — 


No. 19.—Northumberland, and Townof Newcastle-npon-Tyne—Aseizes at — 


Council, dated the 18th of Angnst, contained in the Genette 
of August 22, provides that from and after the 30th of September, 1882, — 
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Brown, Tf: West : , Builder. Sept 9 (not 7 as ap A 
LEGAL NEWS. pau ot Freer, St sthns cbibre, idle, Noga © 


Kemp's Mercantile Gazette states that the number of failures ia England 
and Wales gazetted during the week ending Saturday, August 26, was 157. 
The number ia the corresponding week of last year was 204, showing a 
decrease of 47, being a net decrease in 1882, to date, of 658. The number 
in the corresponding week of 1880 was 205. The numbers for the United 
Kingdom were 172 in 1882, 224 in 1881, and 224 in 1880, We hope it is of 
good omen that no failures of farmers are recorded last week, whereas there 
were nine in the co ding week of 1881, The number of bills of sale 
published in England and Wales for the week endiog August 26 was 895. The 
pumber in the ¢ week of last ye was 957, showing a decrease of 
62, being a net decrease in 1882, to date, of 1,124. 

The Vice- Warden of the Stannaries Court recently (July 31, 1882) gave 
judgment upon an application in the matter of The Walkham United Mines, 
The applicant had presented a petition in the High Court for winding up 
the company, and another itor’s petition being before the Stannaries 
Court, the present application was for a certificate in favour of winding up 
company as an ordinary company by the High Court. The applicant —— 
to have contended that the mine had not been actually carried on by the 
company, but that the works done (alleged to have been at an outlay of 
£2,000) bad been merely for exploration ; and also that a winding up in Lon- 
don would be more convenient. The judge, in dismissing the application, said 
that he regarded the precedent sought to be established as a most objectionable 
one. ‘The Legislature intended that the Court of the Stannaries should 
be the tribunal for companies working mines in Corawall. It was said the 
mines had not been in operation except for purpeses of exploration, though 
that was not consistent with £2,000 having been spent there. To open the 
door to considerations of this kind as to what was exploration and what was 
mining would open the door to continual and wasteful controversy. Those 
who were anxious to have a company wound up in the High Court would always 
find out that unsuccess‘ul workings were only “explorations.” He doubted 
if £2,000 had been spent on the mine, but the creditors in London might very 

robably prefer the Stannaries Court as a cheaper tribunal. Unpsid calls 
euet the _ part of the assets, it was stated, but the collecticn of these 
calls could be carried on as well from Truro as from London. 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Sept. 5.—Mr. Davip Burnett, at the Mart, at 2 pm., Leasehold Estate (cee 
advertisement, Aug. 26, p. 4). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Faray, Aug. 25, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. : 
Stevens, Willisia Honry, Commercial ra, Draper, ‘Pet Aug 2° Pepys, hope? at 11 
vens, P r. . pys. Sept7 a 
To Surrender in the Commxy. ” ” 
Jones, Samuel, Cradley, Worcester, Commission Agent. Pet Aug 18. Collis, Stour- 
om ge Sept 8 at 11 
— 7 eee 3, Brighton, Restaurani | “oprietor. Pet Aug 22. Jones, Brighton, Sept 


Raby, William, Downham ter, Blenheim rd, Wood Green, Builder. Pet Aug 15. Gough. 
monton, Sept 7 at 12 ‘ 
— sa William, Salford, Provision Dealer. {Pet Aug 23. Hulton. Salford, 


Sept 
Tuxspay, Aug. 29, 1982. 
Onder the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Surrender in London, 
at Reginald Haweis, Union ct, Old Broad st. Pet Aug 26. Brougham, Sept 13 


Reed, John st ip York pl, Portman sq, Barrister-at-Law. Pet Aug 24, Brougham. 


Sept 28 at 
; To Surrender in the Country. 
Bailey, Walter, Fare Hants, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 24, Renny. Ports- 





emg ib 21 at 12 
ery » Frithville, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Aug 23, Staniland, Boston, Sept 
Kirby, Luke Hall, Chester, ial . Pet Ai ister. Man- 
cheno, : it ab 2a Traveller, Pet Aug 24. Lister. Man 
Ling, Tom Scarborough, Proprietor. Pet Aug 19. Woodall. Scar- 
Wilkio, ‘Rbeneper, pe ae Manager of a Tobacco Fi ' A 

e, Vv a To ‘actory. Pet 24, Cooper. 
Liverpool, Sept 11 at 11.30" gs ” i 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Farivar, Aug. 26, 188%, 
Henry, Old Kent rd, Miller. Aug 22 


rinst MEETINGS OF ORRDITORS. 


Farpar, Aug. 25, 1882. 
Adams, Bdward John, Newport wh, Lambe walk, Wheelwright’ Sept 14 at 3 at office 
of Lloyd, London wall 
pa am rae debena ha eta uan Sept 6 at 8 at office of Richardson, 
Atherton, Samael, Manchester, Hotel Keeper. Sept 11 at 3 at office of Edmondson, John 
Barker, Ro 
Brown 





Manchester, Music Dealer, Sept 15 at 3 at office of Cobbett and Co, 
Willenhall, Stafford, Grocer, Sept 8 at 11 at office of Baker, Market pl, 
Body, John, Leyton, Builder, Sept? at 12 at office of Ellen, Chancery lane | 





, Adam, Patricroft, Lancaster, Grocer. Sept 6 at 3 at office of Gardner, Cooper 


st, 
, Elgin chm 4at12at Inns of 
Bent Hat Waive: “bar alone, Coven Gaetan 
Clark, Andrew Croydon, Wholesale Bedding Manufacturer. Sept 5 at 3 at 
office of Young, North End, 
3 Nottingham, way Clerk. Sept 15 at 3 at office of Truman, Poultry 


Oi, Willian, Bastoct, nr Pinner, Carpenter Sept 11 at 3 at George Inn, Uxbridge, 
Crocker, Field, Chertsey, Butcher. Sept 7 at 1 at Sun Hotel, Kingston. Newman, 
Dwyer, Hdward Michael, Manchester, Egg Dealer. Sept 11 at 9 at office of Chew, Swan 
Recleston, Robert, Preston, Lancaster, Carver. Sept 11 at 8 at office of Cooper, Lane at, 


Elphick, Edward, Duke st, Grosvenor sq, Hosier. Sept 4 at 10 at 260, High Holborn, 
her, big Dg wg 
Firth, John, Halifax, Wine Merchant, Sept 7 at 3 at George Hotel, Brighouse, Halifax. 
ransfield, Huddersfield 
Goldsmith, Thomas, Bristol Licensed Victualler. Sept 4at 2 at office of Clifton and 


Broad st, 
Griffith, Charles John, Essex rd, Islington, Oilman, Sept 4 at $ at office of Cooper and 


nder Lyme, Stafford, Baker. Sept 4 at 11 at office of 
Newcastle under Lyme ‘ 

Haimes, Francis, Tue rook, nr Liverpool, Grocer. Sept 7 at 3 at office of Jackson, 
Dale st, Liv l. Massey and Co, Liverpcol 

Hand, Gouts, enai Bridge, Anglesey, Grocer. Sept 8 at 11 at office of Hughes and 


George. wmarsh, York, Earthenware Manufacturer, Sept 6 at 11 at office 
of Willig Bank chbrs, Wellgate, 


Heirons, William, Vining st, Bri , out of business. Sept 1 at 12 at office of Bilton, 
Renfrew rd, Kennington lane, beth 
Taseete Henry, Edgware rd, Builder. Sept 18 at 2 at office of Wright and Pilley, Bed- 


row 
Jackson, James, Stalybridge, Chester, Mannfacturer. Sept 7 at 3 
at Pitt and Nelson Hote Ashton under Lyne. Jackson, Ashton under Lyne 

Jackson, John Myers, Butcher. Sept 7 at 3 at office of Harland, South Parad 


Jones, John John, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Grocer. 9 at 1 at office of Tomkinson 
Market st, Carnarv = m 


on 
J bh, Th Fenchurch st, Co) 5 21 at Sat St 
‘try Coal "Wenuor toa Sirag, Seiad ee 
King, Job, and George Otley, Auctioneers, Sept l4at 3 at Cambridge house, 


gh rd, Lee. Tucker, Lee 
Little, Archibald John, and Robert William Little, China, Merchants. Oct 23 
at 3 at office of Wai ‘ht, Balfour bidgs, 8 
Little, John, Killin orthumberland, Victualler. Sept 7 at 2 at office 
of Joel, New; st, Newcastle u 
Lio Ed Liantysilio, Denbi Salesman. Sept 11 at 12.30 at Eagle’s 


Bridge st, Liangolien. Jones, W: 
. ~ 7 han and Spirit Merchant. Sept 7 at2 at Derby st, Leek. Chal- 
inor and Co 


May, Charles, Bath, Butcher. 9 at 12 at offices of Wilton, Westgate bldgs, Bath 
McDowell, Henry, Commercial = Fruiterer. Sept at lat office of Dobson, Mino- 
es 


, York, Worsted Manufacturer. Sept 4 at 11 at 
Northway, Charles, Torquay, Devon, Glass and Dealer. Sept 9 at 12.30 at Grand 
Hotel, Bristol, Greed, Newton Abbot 
ony, Saas » Smethwick, Stafford, Grocer. Sept 6 at 11 at office of Stokes, Temple 
8! 
winkeseme ‘homas, Dewsbury, Painter. Sept 8 at 10 at office of Shaw, Bonc¢ st, Dews- 


Morrison, Jam North Bier’ 
office of Hatshizons, Piccadilly 


bury 
Pinch, Edwin Felix, Bath, Engraver. 7 at 11 at Wood st, Bath. Moger 
Plant, Wiliam, Cheadle, Stattord, Teall Victualler. Sept 5 at 11 at office of Welch, 
e nm 


’ » Bournemouth, Hants, 
at Pembroke Hotel, Bournemouth. Basil and 
Richards, George, Victoria pk sq, Boot Manufacturer. Sept 7 at 3 at office of Davis, 


M 
Richarta, Retort, Chattesta, Cansthabligns Perutehine Sansome Sept 7 at 3 at office 


House Keeper, Sept 7 at 11 


Lg, = agg 
, Wi Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Grocer. Sept 11 at 1 at Commercial Hotel, 
Rowe: bast pba age ag, Sept 12 at3 at Guildhall Ta 
had es ne, '. vern 
Ce a Re re mene tego 
uc ov 
eS OE ee eee in lieu of the day originally 


Bavidge, Wiliam Mason, Corby, Lincola Chemist. Sept $ at 12 at George Hotel, 
Smith, Henry, Roc Lancaster, Traveller, Sept 6 at 3 at office of Worth, Lower 
Sutton, William, St John st, Clerkenwell, Printer. Aug $1 at 3 at office of Weall, Bell 
yard, Doctor’s Commons 

Taylor, Arthur, Porchester rd, Bayswater, Watchmaker, Sept $ at 12 at office of 
Taylor William, Balford, Lancaster, Grocer, Sept 14 at $ at office of Cobbets and Co, 
Thomas, Jchn, Iifracombe, Devon, Carriage Bilder, Sept 1 at 12 at office of Bencraft, 
Lancaster, Milliner. Sept 15 at 3 at Public Sale Rooms, Bow- 
Warn George Heory, Liverpool, Ten Merchant, Sept 6 at 3 ab office of Quilliam 
‘Halesowen, Worvester, Tobacconist. Sept 7 at 11 at Queen's 
Wickes, Thomas, Northampton, Boot and Shoe Manafactarer. Sept 8 at 3.90 at office 
Wiliaan thomas Midleton, Manchester, Puritur Dealer. Bept 8 at Sab office of 
WinGeld, John, jun, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseller. Sept? at 10 at office of Ashmall, 


Winstanley, Thomas, Wigan, Lancaster, Brass Founder. Sept 6at 11 at officeof Wilson, 


W: 
Wenee tichent t Walworth rd, Grocer, Sept 12 at 2 at 83, Greshamat. Tiling, 
Wright, William, . , Licensed Victualler. Sept 8 at 13 at office of 
Preston and Young, ie 
Wi , 
Adama, Thomas \ iliam, Birkenhead, Sept 11 at 1) ab offices 


Alloy Wiley Appts, Wesumorland, Retired Buicber, Rept 16. at 9 at offices of 
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Allard, » plenty, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer. Sept 8 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Temple 


‘evett, Wi arco ly ot ee han + Sept 13 at 12 at offices of 
Stanley, Washington bldgs, bg <e 
Daniel, and Eliza Round, Brierley yal’ Stat Stafford, Dealers in Fancy Goods. Sept 
’s Hotel, Dirashsigham Shakespeare, ldbury 
Ballard, James, Ebbw Vale, Monmouth, ‘Grocer. Sept 11 at 12 at offices of Dauncey, 
Commercial 


st, Newport 
Birchenall, Edwin, Macclesfield, Chester, Milliner. Sept 14 at 11 at offices of Parrott, 
Chureh Bide, Macclesfield 
Brewster, Charles Matthew, Blackburn, Furniture Dealer. Sept 11 at 3 at Grosvenor 
Hotel, sgate, Manchester. Clarke 
Brooks,’ Frederick, Leeds, Bricklayer. “hept 8 at 3 at offices of Saville, Hast parade, 
Peg George, Hastings, & Sussex, Builder’s Merchant. Sept 9 at 11 at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Mann, Hastings 
Busball, rg Walton-on-the-Hill, Lancaster, out of business. Sept 11 at 2 at offices 
of Norris, Union ct, Castle st, Liverpool 
Chrispin, William, Ossett, near Dewsbury, York, Chemist. Sept 8 at 3 at offices of 
, Queen st, Huddersfield 
ere David, Llandebie, Carmarthen, Timber Merchant. Sept 13 at 12.30 at Dynevor 
Arms Hotel, Pant; 'ynon. Bishop and Childs, Liandilo 
Dyson, Benjamin, wsbury, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Sept 11 at 2 at offices of 
Simpson and B Albi on st, : 
——- Jennet, Plattfield House, Putney. Sept 11 at 12 at offices of Seeley, High 
GC) 
te See, OE St David’s, Pembroke, Grocer. Sept 7 at 11 at offices of Jones, Victoria 
Haverf 
Foes Richard, Aberystwith, Contions, Retired oer Mariner, Sept 7 at 11 at 
offices of Jones ‘and Co, Gt Darkgate st, , Aberyatwi 
Fuhr, Heinrich Carl, ae a Surrey, Publican, Bopt 13 at 12 at offices of Hindson 
and Co, Moorgate 's 
Galen, Michael, Fish A Hill, Restaurant Proprietor. Sept 6 at 3 at offices of Mitchell, 
Thanet pl, Strand. in, Pancras lane, Queen st 
Gooderham, William, Monewden, Suffolk, Farmer. Sept 16 at 2 at Crown and Anchor 
Hotel, Framlingham. Mills Ipswich 
Greaves, —. Frederick, and Thomas Fidoe, Kidderminster, Worcester, Rug Makers. 
8 at 3 at Black Horse Hotel, Mill st, Kidderminster, Miller an Corbet, 
Ki ~ te i 
Handforth, David, Manchester, Bacon Factor. Sept 12 at 3 at office of Addleshaw and 
Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 
so William, jun.» Colyton, famed Butcher. Sept 13 at 3 at Colcombe Castle 
Colyton. Wilton, 
Heare, ag ty Wethencedwin, ork, Poultry Salesman. Sept 11 at 11 at Scarborough 
Hotel Market pl, Dewsbury. ee 
Hill, John Ebenezer, Oldswinford, Worcester, Iron-plate Worker. Sept 13 at 3 at office 
of Waldron, High st, Brierley Hill 
Hilton, Francis Ogden, Bolton, ee Licensed Victualler. Sept 13 at 3 at office 
of Ramwell and pa. Mawdsley s 
Hitchman, Martha Ann, eee Wein Kent, Coal Merchant. Sept 12 at 12 at 68, 
Aldermanbury. Cripps, eae Mh is 
Ironmonger, John es, White Hor Driver. Sept 7 at 12.30 at 49, 
ol Lew st, Commercial rd, ay "Newson, W orse lane, Stepney 

and Gustave Deal, Cov: akers. Sept li at 1 at Gt Western 

ham. Hodgson, Birmingham 
ker, Saracen’s Head Hotel, Snow Hill, Commission Agent, Sept 11 
at 11 at office of Innes and Co, Billiter Honse, Billiter st 

Kench, Ben John, Charlbury, Oxford, Draper. Sept . at 2 at White Hart Hotel, 


x ohebary. Rawlinson, Chipping Norton 
— Robert John, Liverpool, Grocer. Sept 11 at 3 at office of Wilkinson, Victoria st, 
iverpool 


Lantern B , Sven Robert, East India avenue, Merchant. Sept 14 at 2 at office of James 
and wards, Coleman st. Beer and Co, Queen st pl, Cannon st 
Lee, Goorm © Clay — per. Sept 8 at 11 at office of Jones and Middle- 


ton, G! 

Lees, oe Nottingham, Box sakes, Sept 14 at 12 at office of Brittle, St Peter’s 
chbrs, St Peter’s gate, Nowin 

wooo, il George cis, Searnemnouth, Hants, Plumber. Sept 12 at 1,30 at 


h Holborn. Sharp, Christch Christchurch’ 
McCrerie, Alexander, i grdns, Shepherd’s Bush, Wood Turner. Sept 13 at 3 at 


office of Pain, Marylebone 
Manlin, George Albert, sect, Salop, Painter. Sept 13 at 12.30 at office of Hasle- 
Matthews, Bobert, Lambeth walk, Lambeth, Oilman. Sept 9 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, 


st, ee 
mer g Cm 
at, Catpping Norton, Oxford, Brewer. Sept 13 at 11 at 
Crown Total. Sais 
Milles, Alexander, la a gardens Notting hill, Traveller. Sept 18 at 2 at offices of 
Ward, Lincoln’s inn fie 
Mizon, The qoute t Hackney, Licensed ween, a 7 at 3 at the Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Basinghall st. =e Queen st, Chea, 
ee George Mi ame st, Cabinet Maker, Sept 18 at 4 at offices of 
Yorke and Wharton, Conduit = Bond st 


N out of business. Sept 8 at 3 at offices of Fallows 
hat widen . 








Oliver, George, Liverpool, Pianoforte Manufacturer. Sept 12 at 3 at offices of & 
est Derby st, Liverpool 
Pennell Aitred, rds Laver 1, Betting Manufacturer. Sept 13 at 3 at offices of B 
ve 
Picox “yo Featherstone buildings, Hol Tailor’s Traveller. 
9 at 11 at ottioos of Ht of Hunt and Williams, Lom Poenbend ot visi 
12 at 3 at the 
le 


Mall eve Basinghall st. dag app eg 
Prast, Tho Thomas William, Leeds, Chemist. Bept If o& 3 at athoes of Brooke, Rast 1 


Ragtzon, Mannas, Bridgwatar sq, Furie . Sept 25 at 8 offices of Cannon, Wool &; 
York, out of business, Sept at 10.90 at offloes of Or ‘ 
ceeph Booth, Bradford, York, Billiard Table Maniutadtn 


at the ‘Shoulder of Mutton ae Kirkgate, Bradford 3 
ohn, Phitpot st Commercial ra Stepney, Baker. Sept 13 at 4 at offices ¢ 





Sheldon, on a otk Stockport, Chester, Innkeeper. Sept 4 at 3 at offices of John 


Vern 
Sheldon, Ral Dealer. Sent -06, nb 8 ob: Gebenll Caen & : 
ound pl, Sidcup. Woodard and 3 
sia Eee apa if Bins sey “Bopt 1] at af offices of Turner nd- 


atten oe 


" nd Ohristopher Boak Sparshott, Berwick-upon-Tweed, G 
inton, Ho 8 at 2 at once of necchrdi corrg ney Palace gr, Berwick-upon-' 
Sete, Sie Manaterarer, Sept 18 at 11 at offices of Allen 


eet 

euith, Feed Fredarick Su , Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Commercial Traveller. ‘ 
11 at 2 at offices of Marris, Waterloo st, Birmingham, Britton, nie 

Tandy, Fe A ee el Stafford, Labourer. Sept il rr 11 at offices of Lang. 

Taylor, ego and Mary Taylor, St main, Lancaster, Fruiterers, Sept 13 at 3 am: 
offices of Riley, Hardshaw st, St Helen 

aur fee wilder, Sept 14 at 12 at offices of Oppenheim 

at 2 at office % 


haw st, Fhe vo 
wn an Co, Dart i es, ane and Cattle Dealer. Sept 14 
ee Gaetias Werwish, Oaniectlonee. Sept 8 at 12 at office of Sadd and Linay, 
1 int, Folkesto 
mee Seeeies, Poe 8 me, Kent, Job Master. Sept 14 at 20 Ros 
Wait, John, wrosat Swindon, Wiltshire, Reliies, Sept 11 at 2 at office of Ware, 


on ct, Bri 
veer, Féimes, 0 Old Kent 7 Ship's Fis inael Sept 12 at 2 at office of Holmes, King 
Waikinson, Willi: Chester, ag ag Sept 13 at 11 at office of Walker and Co, 


Abbey ve ae orthgate st. Chester 

Tower Rs Carman, § 18 at dball Tavern, 
yy ~ F st. Beard, hall si “ eid bid 

Welch, Ralph, Manchester, Tanesind. Sept 22 at 3 at office of Payne and Galloway, 
Brazennose st, Manchester 

West, Charles Geor; e, Bollo pisigs rd, Timber Merchant. Sept 20 at 12at Albion Hotel, | 
Aldersgate st. Howard, Soi mapton pidge, Chancery lane 

Yapp, Louisa Eliza, Aton jot Biing ham, Warwick, « Grocer. Sept 9 at 11 at office © 

‘ointon, Temple row 


rack, 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted, 
tonhe ounce . tg most nutritious, per- 
e bev Brakfet, , Jenahaen, or 
Sper and invaluable Be tavalide and Children,” 


ighly oon eee nage the entire Medical Press. 
pane oth 
climates, and is fuur times 


ie ey ope ba Pcl THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and 1n REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
Made we vary ce Ar with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
cheapest Manilla Chocole ibe on sate Cem, 
0c) may m when 
richer chocolate ts promibived. 
iin in pockets ats, 6. 3s., 58. 6d,, &c., by Chemists 


we Chai on Terms b' by ihe Sole 


& CO 10, Adam street, 


Estimates and 
nishing Residences, 


a ee 


HEWETSON, 
200, 208, and 204, Ty 
.C. | on reasonable 


ESTABLISHED 1826, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
submitted free for Fur- 

Offices, &c. a 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, % & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 

8, Reproductions from Anci 

pag & . Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 

g, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS. 
THEXTON, & PzART, 
‘ottenham 

B is ey re Furniture Warehoused or Removed 


EDE AND SON, : 
ROBE » Qibd} . MAKERS 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
ae, Pang ong Corporation of = 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, — 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY % CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
T 0 CAPITALISTS, LAND COMPANIES, 


mee 


ent 





Court-road, London, W. 








Core on, contain fre el a desing ov 

rooms, 
(hot aud ‘old and Ph ood errant ods, Venetia 
linds, ev: modern vel soil, good 
eo ber four miles of | two 
Ginze ‘so og (limited), Cedars Beinte et 
Kensington Staion, we 


(near Dover), 





£29,000 UPSET PRICH.—By order of the Mortgagees. 
([HEAPEST EST ATE ever offered in Kent 


SOLD, as a W bole oF in in Lots, 


Annual) value, £1 
at aia elas, BLSO®, 8 te SOLD 0 


For particu and 
2a ae Facer 


id Others FREEH! ; 
BALE, on on the Teas Pont and peat 


leman’s 


856 acres, 
Timber. 














